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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

This is a Final Office Action in response to Applicants Amendment/request for Reconsideration 
on January 27, 2009. Claim 1 has been amended. Claims 1-22 are presented for further 
examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 

1. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

Claims 1-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed to 
non-statutory subject matter. Claims 1-8 recite purely mental steps and must be tied to another 
statutory class (the thing or product) to which is tied, for example by identifying the apparatus 
that accomplishes the method steps or positively recites the subject matter that is being 
transformed, for example by identifying the material that is being changed to a different state. A 
process claim that does not involve a transformation must involve, or be tied to, another category 
of statutory subject matter (i.e., a machine, manufacture, or composition of matter). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
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having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Frye et al 
(hereinafter, "Frye", U.S. Pub. No. 2001/0032105) in view of Helzerman (U.S. Pat. No. 
6,901,372). 

As per claim 1, Frye discloses a method, system and computer readable medium for 
automated project accountability comprising: 

• determining at least one decision maker of a project preparation (abstract and paragraph 
0030); 

• determining a project readiness as a function of the project assessments (paragraphs 
0034 and 0040). 

• providing a readiness category rating for the readiness category (paragraph 0040); 

• conducting a project assessment as a function of the decision process (paragraphs 0034 
and 0040). 

However, Frye does not explicitly disclose: 

• determining a readiness category for the decision maker; and 

• determining a decision process for the readiness category and readiness category rating. 
Helzerman discloses a quality operation system for performing manufacturing projects 

comprising: 

• determining a readiness category for the decision maker (col. 4, lines 41-64); and 

• determining a decision process for the readiness category and readiness category rating 
(col. 3, lines 25-53 and col. 6, lines 22-49). 



Application/Control Number: 09/935,396 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2457 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to modify Frye by incorporating or implementing a quality operating system 
for developing and conducting concept feasibility and ready phases for a desired product to 
ensure that the manufacturing project is completed in a timely and efficient manner. 

While the combined system of Frye and Helzerman substantially discloses a method for 
automated project accountability, it does not explicitly disclose an electronic forum. 
Nonetheless, an electronic forum is well known in the art as evidence by Gauger. 

In a similar art, Gauger discloses a network based interactive project management apparatus 
and method comprising an electronic forum (paragraphs 0196-0198, Gauger discloses a 
collaboration center which is used by key individuals to hold meetings, solve team problems and 
allow threaded discussions). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Frye in view of Helzerman to incorporate or implement an 
electronic forum for the purpose of allowing key individuals of a project to discuss and solve 
problems in a timely and efficient manner. 

As per claim 2, Frye discloses the invention substantially as claims discussed above. 

However, Frye does not explicitly disclose: 

• assigning vote weighting to the decision maker. 

Helzerman discloses a quality operation system for performing manufacturing projects 
comprising: 

• assigning vote weighting to the decision maker (col. 2, lines 48-63 and col. 4, lines 41- 
64); and 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to modify Frye by incorporating or implementing a quality operating system 
for selecting and assigning members of technology group project assignments for a desired 
product to ensure that the manufacturing project is completed in a timely and efficient manner. 

As per claim 3, Frye discloses: 

• changing a project management application graphical interface, as a function of the 
project assessment (paragraphs 0033 and 0034). 

As per claim 4, Frye discloses: 

• assigning a time limit (milestones, dates, etc.) in association with the project assessment 
and the project readiness (paragraph 0025). 

As per claim 5, Frye discloses: 

• providing a collaborative environment for the decision maker (paragraph 003 1). 
As per claim 6, Frye discloses: 

• wherein the collaborative discussion mechanism is invoked for determining the 
readiness category, determining the decision process, conducting the project assessment, 
and determining the project readiness (paragraph 0031). 

As per claim 7, Frye discloses wherein the determination of at least one decision maker 
further comprises: 

• providing project information from a project creator; accessing a data repository; 
retrieving a list from the data repository; selecting a project decision maker as a function 
of the project information and list; and selecting at least one contributing decision maker 
as a function of the project information, list, and project decision maker (paragraphs 
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003 1 and 0040, Frye discloses different stage approvers to review and decide whether 
the program (project) is ready to advance to the next stage). 
As per claim 8, Frye discloses: 

• providing technical information from the project creator (paragraph 0030); and 

• providing security information from the project creator (paragraph 0033). 



4. Claims 9-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Frye et al 
(hereinafter, "Frye", U.S. Pub. No. 2001/0032105) in view of Helzerman (U.S. Pat. No. 
6,901,372). 

As per claims 9 and 16, Frye discloses a method, system and computer readable medium for 
automated project accountability comprising: 

• determining at least one decision maker of a project preparation (abstract and paragraph 
0030); 

• determining a project readiness as a function of the project assessments (paragraphs 
0034 and 0040). 

• providing a readiness category rating for the readiness category (paragraph 0040); 

• conducting a project assessment as a function of the decision process (paragraphs 0034 
and 0040). 

However, Frye does not explicitly disclose: 

• determining a readiness category for the decision maker; and 

• determining a decision process for the readiness category and readiness category rating. 
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Helzerman discloses a quality operation system for performing manufacturing projects 
comprising: 

• determining a readiness category for the decision maker (col. 4, lines 41-64); and 

• determining a decision process for the readiness category and readiness category rating 
(col. 3, lines 25-53 and col. 6, lines 22-49). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to modify Frye by incorporating or implementing a quality operating system 
for developing and conducting concept feasibility and ready phases for a desired product to 
ensure that the manufacturing project is completed in a timely and efficient manner. 

As per claims 10 and 17, Frye discloses the invention substantially as claims discussed 
above. 

However, Frye does not explicitly disclose: 

• assigning vote weighting to the decision maker. 

Helzerman discloses a quality operation system for performing manufacturing projects 
comprising: 

• assigning vote weighting to the decision maker (col. 2, lines 48-63 and col. 4, lines 41- 
64); and 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to modify Frye by incorporating or implementing a quality operating system 
for selecting and assigning members of technology group project assignments for a desired 
product to ensure that the manufacturing project is completed in a timely and efficient manner. 

As per claims 11 and 18, Frye discloses: 
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• changing a project management application graphical interface, as a function of the 
project assessment (paragraphs 0033 and 0034). 

As per claims 12 and 19, Frye discloses: 

• assigning a time limit (milestones, dates, etc.) in association with the project assessment 
and the project readiness (paragraph 0025). 

As per claims 13 and 20, Frye discloses: 

• providing a collaborative environment for the decision maker (paragraph 003 1). 

As per claims 14 and 21, Frye discloses wherein the determination of at least one decision 
maker further comprises: 

• providing project information from a project creator; accessing a data repository; 
retrieving a list from the data repository; selecting a project decision maker as a function 
of the project information and list; and selecting at least one contributing decision maker 
as a function of the project information, list, and project decision maker (paragraphs 
003 1 and 0040, Frye discloses different stage approvers to review and decide whether 
the program (project) is ready to advance to the next stage). 

As per claims 15 and 22, Frye discloses: 

• providing technical information from the project creator (paragraph 0030); and 

• providing security information from the project creator (paragraph 0033). 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments filed January 27, 2009 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 
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The Office Notes the following arguments: 

a. Applicants' representative states that Examiner suggested amendment to claim. 

b. Applicants' argue that claim 1 now recites "electronic forum determining a readiness category 
for the decision maker" now satisfies the prerequisites set forth in In re Bilski. 

c. Applicants argue that Helzerman does not teach an electronic forum determining a readiness 
category for the decision maker because the electronic forum is the machine in the method step 
and Helzerman teaches engineers, managers and leaders therefore Helzerman teaches away from 
the claim 1 recited "electronic forum determining". 

d. Applicants argue that Helzerman does not teach a readiness category for the decision maker in 
claims 9 and 16. 

e. Applicants argue that Helzerman does not teach assigning vote weighting to the decision 
maker in claims 2, 10 and 17. 

In response to: 

a. During the Applicants' Initiated Interview, the Examiner did not suggest the amendments for 
claim 1 instead the Examiner suggest to the applicants' representative that the claims needed to 
recite some type of hardware performing the recited states. The Examiner referred applicants' 
representative to page 4, lines 14-31 and page 5of the specification, which specifically states a 
projector creator using a communication device performing these steps. The applicants' 
representative did not want to add the communication device to claims but however wanted to 
focus more on the collaborative mechanism which is referred in the specification as an electronic 
forum as performing theses steps. Applicants' representative was advised that the electronic 
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forum is not hardware and is not used to perform these steps according the pages listed above in 
the specification. 

b. Applicants' amendment to claim does not satisfy the prerequisites set forth in In re Bilski 
because the electronic forum is not hardware but instead software. 

c. Applicants argue that Helzerman does not teach electronic forum determining a readiness 
category for the decision maker and providing a readiness category rating for the readiness 
category. However, the Examiner disagrees. Helzerman discloses project leaders that are 
responsible for maintaining records while a project is alive. The project leaders also review 
project status and milestone to ensure that the phase is ready to be complete before moving to the 
next stage of the project. In order for a project leader determine that the project is ready for the 
next phase, he or she must be capable of making that decision (col. 3, lines 25-53, col. 4, lines 
41-66 and col. 6, lines 22-49). Although applicants have amended the claims to state that 
electronic forum is determining a readiness category for the decision maker is not supported by 
the specification. On page 4, lines 14-31 and page 5 of the specification, this specifically states a 
projector creator using a communication device performing this step not an electronic forum. 
Therefore, Helzerman does teach electronic forum determining a readiness category for the 
decision maker. 

d. Applicants argue that Helzerman does not teach determining a readiness category for the 
decision maker. However, the Examiner disagrees. Helzerman discloses project leaders that are 
responsible for maintaining records while a project is alive. The project leaders also review 
project status and milestone to ensure that the phase is ready to be complete before moving to the 
next stage of the project. In order for a project leader determine that the project is ready for the 
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next phase, he or she must be capable of making that decision (col. 3, lines 25-53, col. 4, lines 
41-66 and col. 6, lines 22-49). However, the Applicants have failed to define how a readiness 
category is determined in the claim language. By giving the broadest interpretation of the 
present application's claim language, Helzerman does teach determining a readiness category for 
the decision maker as recited in claims 9 and 16. 

e. Applicants argue that Helzerman does not teach or suggest "assigning vote weighting" to the 
decision maker as recited in claims 2, 10 and 17. According to Appellants' specification page 7, 
lines 1 1-16, a project decision maker designates a decision process by assigning vote weighting 
to each contributing and participant decision maker in which the decision process may include 
options as unanimous, simple majority, percentage majority, points system, super voter and other 
options and rules. The Examiner interprets assigning vote weighting as giving the participants 
working on the project the authority to make decisions according to their position held during the 
project. Helzerman teaches a quality operating system and method for performing 
manufacturing projects in which the project is divided into five phases (i.e. concept proposal, 
concept feasibility, a manufacturing concept ready, manufacturing concept ready, manufacturing 
implementation ready and replication). The project leaders are selected for managing the project 
and ensuring that the project is ready before moving to the next phase of the project. The project 
leaders also conduct milestone reviews to review the project status to ensure the project is 
progressing according to the project plan (abstract, col. 3, lines 44-62, col. 4, lines 41-64, col. 5, 
lines 66-67, col. 6, lines 1-12 and col. 9, lines 44-64). Since Helzerman teaches project leaders 
are selected for managing the project, which may include making decisions, determining if the 
project is ready to begin and setting milestones for each phase of the project then Helzerman 
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teaches assigning vote weighting to the decision maker as recited in claims 2, 10 and 17. 
Conclusion 

6. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to LASHONDA T. JACOBS whose telephone number is (571)272- 
4004. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 A.M. -5:00 P.M.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ario Etienne can be reached on 571-272-4001 . The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/LaShonda T Jacobs/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2457 

Itj 

February 9, 2009 



